
 Civic Centre, Riverside, Stafford 
Contact   Andrew Bailey 

  Direct Dial   01785 619212 
Email   abailey@staffordbc.gov.uk 

Dear Members 

Special Economic Development and Planning Scrutiny Committee 

A virtual special meeting of the Economic Development and Planning Scrutiny 

Committee will be held using Zoom at 6.30 pm on Tuesday 6 October 2020  
to deal with the business as set out on the agenda. 

To watch the meeting, please follow the instructions below:- 

1 Log on to Zoom at:- https://zoom.us/join 
2 Enter meeting ID 821 9065 8852 when prompted 

3 Enter Password 590323 when prompted 

Or, to listen to the meeting, please call the following telephone number:- 

0131 460 1196 

Please note that this meeting will be recorded.  

Members are reminded that contact officers are shown at the top of each report and 

members are welcome to raise questions etc in advance of the meeting with the 

appropriate officer. 

Head of Law and Administration 
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ITEM NO 3(a)  ITEM NO 3(a) 
 

Report of: Head of 
Development 

Contact Officer: Alex Yendole 
Telephone No: 07800 619530 
Ward Interest:  All 
Report Track: Econ Dev and Plg 

6/10/2020 (Only) 
 
 

SPECIAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND  
PLANNING SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 

6 OCTOBER 2020 
Government’s Planning for the Future consultation: 

 Stafford Borough response 
 

 
1 Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 To provide a summary of the Government’s Planning for the Future: Planning 

White Paper published by the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local 
Government (MHCLG) on 6 August 2020, including a number of significant 
and wide ranging proposals for the current planning system.   
 

1.2 The consultation runs until 29 October 2020, and the implications for Stafford 
Borough Council are set out in this report which is accompanied with an 
APPENDIX setting out a response to individual questions in the consultation. 

 
2 Recommendation  
 
2.1 That the contents of this report are noted and that the responses to the 

consultation questions set out in the APPENDIX are sent to MHCLG as 
Stafford Borough Council’s formal response to this consultation. 

 
3 Key Issues and Reasons for Recommendation 
 
3.1 The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) 

published the Planning for the Future: Planning White Paper in early August 
2020 including a Foreword from the Prime Minister and the Secretary of State 
for Housing, Communities and Local Government, which outlines proposals 
for far-reaching changes to the planning system in England. It should be 
noted that if these reforms are implemented this will require primary and 
secondary legislation to be passed by Parliament, together with a 
comprehensive overhaul of the associated Regulations and the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 
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3.2 These proposals, if implemented, have the potential to see the most 
significant changes to the planning system since its introduction in 1947 and 
would have fundamental implications for the Council’s services and functions 
across the Development Department.  

 
3.3 The consultation document includes the following key elements, with further 

details and context for Stafford Borough set out in the next section of this 
report: 

• Introduction and future Vision for Planning across Britain 
• Pillar One - Planning for Development 
• Pillar Two - Planning for Beautiful and Sustainable Places 
• Pillar Three - Planning for Infrastructure and Connected Places 
• Delivering Change. 

4 Relationship to Corporate Business Objectives 
 
4.1 From the Corporate Business Plan 2018-2021 the following Corporate 

Business Objectives are relevant for the preparation of Neighbourhood Plans: 
 
 Corporate Business Objective 1 ‘To deliver sustainable economic and housing 

growth to provide income and jobs.’ 
 

Corporate Business Objective 2 ‘To improve the quality of life of local people 
by providing a safe, clean, attractive place to live and work and encouraging 
people to be engaged in developing strong communities that promote health 
and wellbeing.’ 

 
5 Report Detail  
 
5.1 The Government is currently consulting on a Planning for the Future 

document and although the White Paper is not clear on when the new 
planning system will be introduced, the consultation does indicate that new 
Local Plans must be in place by the end of this Parliament (Spring 2024). 
Given the proposed statutory timetable of 30 months to prepare new Local 
Plans, the new planning system would therefore need to be in place from mid 
to late 2021 in order to meet the Government’s aim. The consultation 
identifies an overarching vision for a new planning system and broad 
proposals. However there is a significant amount of detail yet to be 
announced, which will only become clear once new legislation, policy and 
guidance are introduced and the implications for Stafford Borough more fully 
assessed. 
 

5.2 The Government states that radical reforms are needed, citing a complex 
planning system where Local Plans take too long to adopt and low public trust 
in the system. An overarching aim appears to be a much simpler ‘rule-based’ 
planning system that reduces the scope for discretion and case by case 
judgement. New Local Plans would be a slimmed down map and data based 
documents. Throughout the Planning White Paper the focus for Local Plans 
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appears to be on achieving the Government’s principal aim of increasing 
housing supply and delivering 300,000 homes a year. Set out below are 
further details about the proposals through 3 Pillars for Planning. 

 
Pillar One - Planning for development  
 

5.3 Pillar One sets out proposals to redesign the planning system including a new 
approach to plan-making, establishing housing need and streamlined 
development management policies. In summary, the proposals cover: 
 
Plan-making  

 
• A simplified Local Plan that identifies all land in the Borough into one of 3 

categories: Growth, Renewal, Protected 
 

o Growth areas - land suitable for comprehensive development 
(including new settlements / urban extensions) which automatically 
has outline approval for development 

o Renewal areas - including existing built up areas suitable for 
densification and infill, as well as small sites on the edge of villages 
not annotated as growth or protected areas 

o Protected areas – land that requires more stringent development 
controls due to constraints such as Green Belt, Open Countryside, 
conservation areas etc … 

 
These designations would be annotated via an interactive web based map. 
 

• The current test of soundness for Local Plans would be replaced by a 
statutory ‘sustainable development test’. The Duty to Cooperate test would 
be removed and a new process for assessing the environmental impact on 
plans developed to replace the Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 
Environmental Assessment and other obligations. 
 

• A requirement for Local Plans to identify areas to meet a range of 
development needs including homes, businesses and community facilities 
for a minimum 10-year period. A new nationally set standard method for 
determining housing requirement figures would be introduced which would 
be binding upon the Council, to be delivered through the new Local Plan. 
The requirement would be focused on areas where affordability pressure is 
highest to stop land supply being a barrier to enough homes being built 
This figure would factor in constraints and opportunities (including for 
greater densification) and also include an appropriate buffer. The housing 
delivery test and presumption in favour of sustainable development would 
remain, whilst the need to provide a 5 year housing land supply statement 
would no longer be required. 
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• Visual and map-based Local Plans, using a standard template. These 
would be web based (rather than document based), with text limited to 
spatially specific matters. The evidence base to support plans would be 
more limited and a more digitally focused Local Plan is stated as making it 
easier for communities to understand what is being proposed, and feed 
their views into the system through social networks and via mobile phones. 
 

• A statutory timeframe for preparing and adopting a Local Plan of 30 
months. 
 

o Stage 1 (6 months) - the local authority ‘calls for site’ suggestions 
and undertakes public involvement to get views on where 
development should go and what it should look like 

o Stage 2 (12 months) - the Local Plan is drawn up and necessary 
evidence gathered to inform and justify the plan 

o Stage 3 (6 weeks) – Local Plan submitted to the Secretary of State 
and published for public comment simultaneously 

o Stage 4 (9 months) – a Planning Inspector appointed to consider if 
the plan meets the sustainable development test and will make 
binding changes which are necessary to satisfy it. There is no 
mention of an examination in public but those who have submitted 
comments have a right to be heard at the inspector’s discretion 

o Stage 5 (6 weeks) - the Local Plan map, key and text are finalised 
and come into force.  
 

• Neighbourhood Plans retained, with a focus on design and street level 
policies.  
 

• Development in growth areas would be supported by design codes and 
masterplans, and should seek to include a variety of development types by 
different builders.  

 
• New settlements could potentially be introduced through the Nationally 

Significant Infrastructure Projects consent regime, recognising the 
substantial lead-in times and deliverability constraints affecting such 
proposals 

 
Decision-making 
 

• Development Management policies would be set out at the national level 
with much reduced scope for bespoke policies within Local Plans, limited 
to site or area specific requirements including broad heights and density.  
All development management policies at the national, local or 
neighbourhood level would be written in a ‘machine-readable format’ so 
that software can be used to screen development opportunities to see if 
they align with policies / codes. 
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• Growth areas automatically granted outline approval, with full permission 
then achieved through a reformed reserved matters process, a Local 
Development Order, or a Development Consent Orders (for exceptionally 
large sites). 

 
• Automatic consents for certain types of development (e.g. redevelopment 

of certain building types) in Renewal areas, and for other types of 
development a faster planning application process where development 
would be determined in the context of the Local Plan description. 

 
• Any proposals in Protected areas would be considered through a planning 

application being made to the Local Planning Authority (LPA) and judged 
against policies in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).   

 
• Greater digitisation of the planning application process with modernised 

software for case management. Supporting information would be reduced 
considerably and made ‘machine readable’. The aim is then to enable the 
creation of standardised digital planning application registers that can be 
monitored at a national scale.  

 
Pillar One - Implications for Stafford Borough and the Council’s 
proposed response 

 
5.4 The fundamental changes proposed would clearly have significant 

implications, resulting in a more standardised, top down approach to planning.  
The proposal for Local Plans to classify all land into one of three categories -  
Growth, Renewal or Protected – would potentially ensure more certainty about 
what is acceptable where, but this approach could result in less opportunity to 
account for the local context, particularly within designated areas and less 
scope for planning officers and Members to consider the merits of proposals 
on a case by case basis. It is important that the new system overcomes the 
concerns raised about the existing system. 
 

5.5 The proposals for a nationally-set statutory housing requirement for each local 
authority may offer greater certainty in planning for the Borough in future. To 
date the Government has only provided an interim standard method housing 
figure for the period prior to the new system being implemented, subject to a 
separate consultation. This shorter term interim methodology is based on key 
housing need factors of existing and future population together with 
affordability, and result in Stafford Borough’s housing need increasing from 
400 new homes per year under the current methodology to 829 new homes 
per year. However, the Planning White Paper states that the final standard 
methodology that will accompany the new system will factor in land supply 
constraints and opportunities into the binding figures for inclusion in new Local 
Plans. Therefore at this stage it is unclear what the annual housing need 
figure will be. 
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5.6 Other key changes through the White Paper including the proposal to remove 
Duty to Co-operate and a requirement for local plans to plan for 10 years’ of 
growth beyond adoption (rather than the 15 years currently required). 
Nevertheless the White Paper is seeking views on how strategic cross-
boundary issues could be best planned for in the absence of the Duty to Co-
operate, to ensure 300,000 dwellings a year are delivered nationally. As the 
Duty to Co-operate is currently a key mechanism for increasing housing 
targets across the country, there is the potential for the Government to favour 
an increased role for joint local plans, combined authority plans and potentially 
increased merging of councils into unitary authorities to achieve this. Based 
on the interim revised standard method, housing need figures could 
significantly increase under the new planning system across both 
Staffordshire and the West Midlands Combined Authority. 
 

5.7 The White Paper states that the existing Green Belt policy would remain, 
which relates to the northern part of Stafford Borough and the south east area 
including the Cannock Chase Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. At this 
stage it is anticipated that areas of Growth and Renewal through the new 
Local Plan for Stafford Borough would therefore take place outside the Green 
Belt. In terms of Renewal areas the Government states that these should be 
identified in existing built areas (i.e. Stafford, Stone and other settlements) 
through a level of densification to help meet housing needs, although this 
could alter the built character of areas not protected by national and local 
designations. However based on the proposed level of housing requirement 
there will still be a significant requirement for new greenfield site release 
required across the Borough. 

 
5.8 As previously stated the proposal for national standardised Development 

Management policies would leave little opportunity for new Local Plan 
‘standards’ (local policies) to address or mitigate against specific issues of 
local concern. The rule-based approach to ‘streamlining decision-taking could 
reduce the opportunity for consultation at the planning application stage and 
may also lead to less Member involvement in reflecting views of their 
communities in planning decisions, particularly on the principle of whether a 
site is suitable for development (as this would be fully established through the 
Local Plan). Instead, there would be a new emphasis on engagement at the 
plan-making stage, effectively fully capturing community views in the first 6 
months of preparing a Local Plan, which would be challenging given the 
significantly shortened timescales for plan preparation. The 12-month limit for 
fully preparing and evidencing the new plan is also likely to restrict the level of 
Member engagement that could be carried out during this period, due to 
severe time pressures. It is likely engagement would be focused at the start of 
the process only, alongside community involvement, rather than the current 
approach of engaging Members and our communities throughout the process, 
from start to finish.  

 
5.9 It is also clear that the move towards a more digital planning system would 

mean that new systems and software would likely be required through the 
standardisation approach for being openly and digitally accessible, with other 
critical datasets that the planning system relies on, including planning 
decisions and developer contributions. It is unclear from the consultation what 
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financial support the Council would receive to embed this transformation, 
although it is anticipated this could be a substantial cost. Furthermore there is 
concern that this approach is not all inclusive as there are some in our 
communities who are less digitally enabled than others. 

 
 Key messages - proposed Council response  

 
• Support for the removal of the Duty to Co-operate due to the delays and 

uncertainty currently caused. However it is still important to maintain an 
element of strategic cross-border engagement to deliver growth. Although 
not specifically set out in the Planning White Paper, there is a concern 
about reduced local democratic delivery if Local Plans are developed 
across a number of local authority areas.  

• Concern about the proposed housing need requirement for Stafford 
Borough in the short term and therefore fully support the use of a standard 
method that incorporates infrastructure and supply constraints balanced 
with opportunities, within the context of strategic cross boundary 
engagement where necessary. No binding short term figure should be 
applied ahead of a New Local Plan, provided the Borough can 
demonstrate achieving its current housing targets in the adopted Plan for 
Stafford Borough. 

• The standard method should continue to focus on meeting affordability 
requirements at the local level across the Borough, to be supported by 
other Government policy initiatives. 

• The overall scope of the White Paper is very narrow and almost entirely 
focused on housing delivery and is fairly silent on the whole range of other 
issues that planning needs to take account of, not least promoting 
employment. A more holistic approach at the national and local level is 
required. 

• Concern about the automatic granting of outline planning permission for 
Growth areas in Local Plans without greater restrictions at the reserved 
matters stage to allow appropriate control of environmental factors / 
infrastructure delivery 

• The Government should provide for greater local democratic processes by 
enabling local authorities’ to have discretion about whether to grant 
planning permission for development not specified as suitable in Growth or 
Renewal areas in Local Plans 

• The Borough Council would support locally led Development Corporations 
through strong partnerships to deliver new Garden Communities rather 
than the top-down approach of applying the Nationally Strategic 
Infrastructure Projects regime. This approach should be used to ensure 
that developers are incentivised to proactively work with infrastructure 
providers to secure delivery prior to submitting such proposals. 
Development through new Garden Communities should be attributed 
towards Local Plan requirements. 

• It is not considered realistic that all Local Plans across the country will be 
able to meet the proposed 30 month statutory timescales, due to complex 
infrastructure requirements to be addressed, engagement with 
Government prior to binding housing need figures, lack of resources to 
deliver the new system and the capacity of the Planning Inspectorate.  
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• The concept of performance targets for statutory consultees was 
welcomed for plan-making and decision-taking provided this was at the 
early stage in the process but it was felt this would have limited impact 
without the requisite ‘teeth’ to enforce these. 

 

Pillar Two - Planning for beautiful and sustainable places 

 
5.10 The second pillar of the Planning White Paper’s proposals aims to improve 

the design of new buildings, whilst ensuring the Government achieves its aim 
of being carbon neutral by 2050. Under the revised system, there would be a 
greater focus on ‘place-making’ and ‘the creation of beautiful places’ within the 
National Planning Policy Framework. The following measures are proposed:  
 
• A National Model Design Code for England published in the Autumn, to 

provide certainty to developers about the basic elements of good 
development by specifying detailed parameters for development in 
different types of location, such as layouts, public spaces, car parking, 
street trees, and walking and cycling provision 

• Encouragement for local authorities to produce local design codes to 
reflect ‘provably popular’ local designs, supplementing the details covered 
in the National Model Design Code. New development would be expected 
to create a “net gain” to an areas’ appearance. Design codes would be 
made “more binding” on planning decisions  

• Additional requirement for local authority-led design codes and 
masterplans for any new ‘growth’ areas 

• Requirement for all local authorities to appoint a chief officer for design 
and place-making 

• Introduction of new design principles into permitted development 
applications, allowing ‘pattern book’ housing designs (e.g. specified 
heights and set-backs) to be built more intensively in existing built areas 
(‘renewal’ areas)  

• Extra permitted development rights to allow for redevelopment of existing 
residential buildings, in areas such as semi-detached suburban residential 
estates – local authorities would have the power to use local orders to 
modify the standard types of development allowed in their areas, if based 
on evidence as to what the local public prefers 

• Greater freedoms for listed buildings to be made energy efficient and 
suggests at changes to building conservation consents, saying that the 
government will “protect our historic buildings and areas while ensuring the 
consent framework is fit for the 21st century” 

• Bringing forward the timetable for the implementation of the Future Homes 
Standard, with the aim that new buildings built under the new planning 
system will not need retrofitting in future 

• Proposals for high-quality developments that reflect local character and 
preferences would benefit from “automatic permission” under a proposed 
new “fast-track for beauty”. 

• The Government’s aim to revise the system for assessing the 
environmental impact of development”. 
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• The National Planning Policy Framework will be revised to make it clear 
that masterplans and design codes for sites prepared for substantial 
development should seek to include a variety of development types from 
different builders, which allow more phases to come forward together 

 

Pillar Two - Implications for the Borough and the Council’s proposed response 

 
5.11 The design and environment changes could have a significant influence on 

new development in Stafford Borough, introducing a range of new top-down 
national requirements alongside a series of more locally led initiatives to 
proactively deliver quality design.  
 

5.12 A key priority for the Government is to ensure existing areas of suburban low-
density housing are used as opportunities for ‘gentle densification’. Therefore 
the proposals for a greater national focus on standardised development 
management policies, the introduction of a National Model Design Code and 
the increase permitted development rights for infilling in suburban locations 
will lead to greater pressures on existing settlements across the Borough. 
Equally, the standardisation of acceptable housing layouts that may come 
through the National Model Design Code may limit the Council’s ability to 
enforce separate space above dwellings standards. 
 

5.13 Through the standardisation of design standards at a national level, there is 
the potential for significant opportunities to improve design. Firstly, the 
National Model Design Code will be equally binding on developers and local 
authorities, therefore providing greater assurances about the minimum 
standards expected of new development. Secondly, the Government’s 
intention to introduce a national expectation that no new homes will need 
retrofitting will help to improve upon the energy efficiency and sustainability of 
any newly built housing.  
 

5.14 In addition to these opportunities, the Government clearly envisages a role for 
local authorities to supplement the National Model Design Code with local 
design codes, provided it is demonstrated through consultation that any such 
codes are ‘provably popular’ with local communities. These more detailed 
local codes are likely to be more visual in nature than existing design 
guidance, and will reflect locally popular ‘pattern book’ style development 
standards. Furthermore the proposed approach also provides the opportunity 
to engage with the local community about their design preferences, although 
the scope of local communities’ ability to shape development may still be 
constrained to an extent by the National Model Design Code / permitted 
development legislation. In any event the National Model Design Code will be 
the fall back option if local design codes are not developed.  
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5.15 The Planning White Paper’s requirement for a chief officer for design and 
place-making could add to the resource pressure on local authorities, 
although these duties may be combined with other existing responsibilities. 
However the Government is yet to confirm what the qualification requirements 
of this post will be or whether there will be any financial assistance to local 
authorities in establishing this role. Equally it is unclear what the penalties 
would be for local authorities unable to resource this new post.  
 
Key messages - proposed Council response  

 
• Support the increased use of local design codes particularly in areas of 

growth such as Garden Communities. Furthermore support having a chief 
officer role responsible for design and place-making. However it should be 
noted that the Government must provide additional resources to support 
local authorities for future staffing requirements and wider issues arising 
from the reforms. 

• In terms of permitted development and in particular residential conversions 
it is important to stipulate a minimum size for these dwellings 

• Positive about the heritage proposals and welcome the prominence given 
to design but as with a number of areas of the White Paper there is a lack 
of detail 

• More detailed consideration of the wider environmental issues, especially 
climate change and proposals around flood risk where the detail is scarce 
and greater consideration to health and wellbeing issues particularly in the 
context of Covid-19 

 
Pillar Three – Planning for infrastructure and connected places 
 

5.16 Pillar Three proposes changes about how developer contributions are secured 
in order to speed up delivery, better respond to local needs and increase 
transparency for communities to understand what infrastructure will be 
provided. This includes developer contributions for affordable housing and 
other key infrastructure needed to support new development. The main 
reforms proposed are: 

 
• Replacement of current system of planning obligations under Section 106 

and the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) with a single, extended 
‘Infrastructure Levy’. This would be a flat rate charge set by central 
Government, based on the final value of development and paid by the 
developer at the point of occupation. A threshold (unspecified at this 
stage) would be set, below which no levy would be charged, subject to 
viability evidence. Alternatively the flat rate charge may relate to a sub-
national area. 

• Upfront infrastructure required to support new development funded by the 
local authority borrowing money, against Infrastructure Levy revenues. 

• Extension of the Infrastructure Levy to apply to changes of use through 
Permitted Development rights, in order to increase revenues secured 
through the Levy. 

• Delivery of affordable housing through the single Infrastructure Levy in one 
of two ways; either: 
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o On-site delivery of affordable homes by the developer (‘in-kind 
payment’ of the Levy), with the amount of Levy then payable by the 
developer at the end of the development reduced by a 
corresponding amount; or 

o Direct purchase of properties from the developer by the local 
authority (or an affordable housing provider on their behalf) to use 
as affordable homes, using funds generated by the Infrastructure 
Levy. 

• Increased flexibility on spending of Infrastructure Levy funds, whilst 
potentially including a ring fence for affordable housing delivery. 

• Further consideration on options for improving the data held on contractual 
arrangements used to control land.  

• A commitment to ensure decisions on the locations of new public buildings 
– such as government offices and further education colleges – support 
renewal and regeneration of town centres 
 

Pillar Three - Implications for the Borough and the Council’s proposed 
response 
 

5.17 The White Paper provides little detail on how the revised Infrastructure Levy 
approach would function in practice, although it is likely to have a significant 
impact on the delivery of key infrastructure and affordable housing in the 
Borough. It appears that delivering upfront infrastructure e.g. a new school or 
highways improvements would require extensive borrowing by the Council 
and / or County Council, due to the delayed receipt of income from the Levy 
(due on occupation rather than at the start of development). There is also a 
risk if the developer does not continue to deliver the scheme. 
 

5.18 The Levy aims to maintain or increase current provision of affordable housing, 
which is welcomed in order to continue delivery across Stafford Borough.  
However setting the rates and threshold for the Levy at a national level is 
likely to mean some areas benefit from achieving more affordable housing 
and others less so. It is crucial that Stafford Borough continues to support its 
communities by improving the affordability ratio through a greater mix of 
housing types and tenures as well as increased economic prosperity.   
 

5.19 Section 106 agreements play an important role in providing certainty for 
communities about when infrastructure will be delivered in relation to new 
development. The replacement of Section 106 with the new system means 
Stafford Borough could have less control and clarity over this process. 
Furthermore the Council would have the additional pressure of borrowing 
significant funds from the Government for up-front infrastructure, whilst relying 
on the developers to deliver new proposals resulting in inevitable cash flow 
delays. Developers are also likely to face more risk with this approach given 
that they cannot guarantee to prospective purchasers what community 
benefits will be delivered on their particular site.  
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5.20 Despite the risks there is the potential for increased flexibility over the 
spending of Infrastructure Levy funds, which would give the Council more 
choice over how to spend money in their area. Subject to clear transparency 
and trust with local communities this would produce more buy-in and support 
from residents for development. 
 
Key messages - proposed Council response  

 
• Concern about the new Infrastructure Levy fully replacing the current S106 

system because it is crucial that the same amount of infrastructure funding 
from development is generated for the delivery of infrastructure items in a 
timely fashion. Support the new system if more value can be achieved for 
infrastructure and affordable housing delivery but more clarity is required  

• Concern that the new system would require local authorities to undertake 
substantial borrowing to fund upfront infrastructure, which would be a new 
burden and potentially undermine new development in the short term. 

• The national Infrastructure Levy rate should reflect differing development 
values across the country rather than a one size fits all approach.  

• Support for the National Levy to be charged on changes of use through 
Permitted Development rights, and for increased flexibility on spending. 

• Concern around the delivery of affordable housing through the Levy, 
including the amount to be provided, but also the operation of the ‘in kind’ 
approach. The proposals regarding the Infrastructure Levy will do little to 
ensure the delivery of affordable housing and there is insufficient detail on 
how this new system will work 

• The increase in the threshold for affordable housing provision to either 40 
or 50 units is of real concern, leading to less affordable homes overall in 
the short term and fewer sites available for 100% affordable housing 
schemes 

• Concern that the proposals are a ‘developers charter’ and fails to address 
one of the key barriers to housing and affordable housing delivery which is 
the price of land 

• Support for an increased focus and stricter planning policy on design of all 
new homes both market and affordable schemes. 

• Welcome the opportunity to work with the Government on the re-location 
of public sector property assets in areas of renewal and regeneration of 
town centres, through the Stafford Gateway proposal 

 
Delivering Change and Implementation 
 

5.21 The consultation acknowledges that these are significant changes to the 
planning system that would require culture change and resourcing. In 
particular the move towards digital Local Plans and digitally enabled decision-
making would mean new software and systems would need to be introduced 
and an element of workforce retraining. If a new approach to developer 
contributions is implemented (see Pillar three) then a small proportion of the 
income would be earmarked for local planning authorities to cover their overall 
planning costs, including preparing Local Plans, local design codes and 
enforcement activities. It is also proposed that new burdens funding would be 
made available to support local planning authorities in the transition towards 
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the new planning system. However, it is proposed that the Government would 
introduce new performance frameworks covering all local authority planning 
functions.  
 

5.22 The consultation also proposes stronger enforcement powers, with the 
Government predicting that their reforms would allow for a greater focus on 
enforcement as authorities are freed from other planning requirements.  
 

5.23 Whilst the Government signal their intent to move rapidly to the new planning 
system the consultation is not explicit on a timetable. However their aim of 
new Local Plans being in place by the end of the Parliament does indicate that 
these changes would need to be introduced towards the end of 2021. It 
should be noted that the new Local Plan for Stafford Borough 2020-2040 is in 
its early stages and therefore consideration should be given to moving to the 
new system when further information is available about timescales. There 
may be some concerns about the progression of our plan and how the 
transitional arrangements would work in order to avoid abortive studies whilst 
continuing to ensure sufficient data is available for decision-making. It is 
understood that the Government will provide further information about 
arrangements for implementing the changes, but in the interim a number of 
short-term changes to the current planning system have been proposed 
through separate consultations.  
 

 Key messages - proposed Council response  
   
• Concerns regarding the proposals to refund planning fees in the event of 

an appellant successfully appeals a Planning Committee decision – this 
raised issues of the capability of planning committees and the fact that the 
White Paper is pretty much silent on the role of Planning Committees 

• Overall there was support for strengthening enforcement powers etc … but 
caveated with the concerns above regarding skill levels and capacity 

• There is the need for more detail and certainty on developing the skills and 
ensuring that we have the officer capacity in place to deliver the changes 
and concerns that a number of the assumptions in the White Paper about 
being able to divert capacity from DM functions into enforcement or 
planning policy are unrealistic 
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6 Implications 
 
6.1 Financial There are no direct financial implications of this 

report which is for information only at this stage. 
 
It is likely that if these consultation proposals are 
progressed, particularly those relating to the 
digitisation of the planning system, these will have 
financial implications. The extent of these are not 
fully known at this stage but will be fully shared 
with members as the reforms develop , potentially 
through the spending review allocation to support 
modernisation of IT systems for example. 

 Legal It is important that the Council responds to this 
nationally significant consultation in order to 
represent the views of Members, communities and 
residents of Stafford Borough. The proposals 
would have a fundamental impact on preparation 
of the New Local Plan and the Council’s 
Development Management and Planning 
Enforcement functions.  
 
If the proposals are implemented, it will become a 
statutory requirement to prepare a Local Plan 
within 30 months, or face sanctions  

 Human Resources All changes to the planning system will be 
delivered by existing staff from within 
Development Department and the wider 
organisation. Once all internal resource has been 
utilised, it may be necessary to look for external 
support for particular specialist projects. 

 Human Rights Act and 
 Equality Act 2010 

None identified 

 Data Protection Council activities on external engagement and 
consultation to be subject to the latest General 
Data Protection Regulations brought into effect 
from May 2018 onwards. 

 Risk Management Adopted Plan for Stafford Borough in place. 
However without progressing with a New Local 
Plan there is a risk of not having an up-to-date 
Plan which would lead to Government planning 
policies overriding local policies and potential 
intervention. A delay and / or uncertainty at the 
local level without a New Local Plan could lead to 
Legal Challenges and / or Appeals with significant 
costs for the Council. 
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6.2 Community Impact 
Assessment 
Recommendations 

The Borough Council considers the effect of its 
actions on all sections of our community and has 
addressed all of the following Equality Strands in 
the production of this report, as appropriate:- 
 
Age, disability, gender reassignment, marriage 
and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity, 
race, religion or belief, sex, sexual orientation. 
 
It is important that the Council submits a 
representation to the Government’s consultation 
because of the potentially significant implications 
for Stafford Borough, its residents and businesses 
with regard to the Council’s housing strategy, plan-
making and decision-taking functions.  

    
Previous Consideration - Nil 
 
 
Background Papers - File available in Development 
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  APPENDIX 
 

SPECIAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND  
PLANNING SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 

6 OCTOBER 2020 
Government’s Planning for the Future consultation: 

 Stafford Borough response 
 

PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE – CONSULTATION ON PLANNING WHITE 
PAPER (AUGUST 2020) 

STAFFORD BOROUGH COUNCIL RESPONSE (FORWARD PLANNING) 

 

1. Questions 1. What three words do you associate most with the planning 
system in England?  
 
Housing, local, emotive, difficult, lengthy, careless. 
 

2.  Do you get involved with planning decisions in your local area? [Yes / 
No] 2(a). If no, why not? [Don’t know how to / It takes too long / It’s too 
complicated / I don’t care / Other – please specify]  
 
This is the response of a Local Planning Authority. 
 

3.  Our proposals will make it much easier to access plans and contribute 
your views to planning decisions. How would you like to find out about 
plans and planning proposals in the future? [Social media / Online news 
/ Newspaper / By post / Other – please specify]  
 
This is the response of a Local Planning Authority. 
 

4.  What are your top three priorities for planning in your local area? 
[Building homes for young people / building homes for the homeless / 
Protection of green spaces / The environment, biodiversity and action 
on climate change / Increasing the affordability of housing / The design 
of new homes and places / Supporting the high street / Supporting the 
local economy / More or better local infrastructure / Protection of 
existing heritage buildings or areas / Other – please specify] 

1. ‘To deliver sustainable economic and housing growth to provide income 
and jobs.’ 

 

18



2. ‘To improve the quality of life of local people by providing a safe, clean, 
attractive place to live and work and encouraging people to be engaged in 
developing strong communities that promote health and wellbeing.’ 

3. ‘To be a well-run, financially sustainable and ambitious organisation, 
responsive to the needs of our customers and communities and focussed 
on delivering our objectives.’ 
 

5. Do you agree that Local Plans should be simplified in line with our 
proposals? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 

In principle agree as the Local Plan process will have a reduced number of stages 
but simplification will all depend on the extent of the evidence base and effective 
community engagement. Greater clarity is needed on how Local Plans with a 
reduced level of detail will work with enhanced Neighbourhood Plans and those 
areas where Neighbourhood Plans don’t exist  

It is acknowledged that the existing system needs to change, with Local Plans out of 
date quickly, with modernisation and simplification required. However, more detail is 
required in terms of the nature of additional information to be supplied by central 
government to provide certainty that the new system will achieve its aims e.g. 
Development Management policies, sustainability tests etc…  

The Government should provide for greater local democratic processes by enabling 
local authorities’ to have discretion about whether to grant planning permission for 
development not specified as suitable in Growth or Renewal areas in Local Plans 

It is considered that a simple way to simplify development proposals is to require 
more of the Building Regulations system. If low / zero build practices were required 
under Building Regulations, this aspect could be removed from the planning side, 
allowing a greater focus on sustainable place making.  

The perception that the existing planning system is causing problems in the 
development industry isn’t borne out by local experience. Stafford Borough 
continually over delivers housing beyond its five year housing supply target. Limiting 
the amount of time for consultation through the new system may lead to reduce 
community engagement with planning.  

It will be interesting to know the difference between technical development standards 
in New Local Plans and the existing Development Management policies through an 
updated National Planning Policy Framework. If a simplified plan is to be 
implemented, it has to be balanced against the need for policies informed by place. 

An argument can be made that it is via effective planning and detailed engagement 
with our stakeholders and the community that results in areas that are designed with 
a shared vision. Different areas and communities will have different levels of 
participation through the new digital approach.  
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The ad hoc removal of powers to local authorities has resulted in chaotic and often 
confusing management of the planning system. The new system seems to be very 
top down, from national to local, but unsure about the role of PINS and appeals. 

It is not considered realistic that all Local Plans across the country will be able to 
meet the proposed 30 month statutory timescales, due to complex infrastructure 
requirements to be addressed, engagement with Government prior to binding 
housing need figures, lack of resources to deliver the new system and the capacity 
of the Planning Inspectorate. 

In summary there is no evidence to suggest that the proposed system will work any 
better.  It is more complex procedurally and for decision making - it mixes regimes 
and processes for zonal planning, discretionary planning and deregulation. The 
current democratic oversight and local connection will be lost, because decisions will 
be made nationally through development management policies.   

 
6. Do you agree with our proposals for streamlining the development 

management content of Local Plans, and setting out general 
development management policies nationally? [Yes / No / Not sure. 
Please provide supporting statement.] 

The Government is clear through this White Paper about the need to address 
serious problems facing housing delivery.  Whilst the ambition to open the market to 
smaller builders and developers is welcome – the volume builders appear to control 
most of the market.  Much more detail is required on how a reformed reserved 
matters process would work. Will it be a mechanistic tick box similar with prior 
approval; or it could be a full considered application? What democratic oversight will 
remain? The Government needs to respond to these queries to demonstrate that the 
new system will be democratic. 

Principle and detail cannot be separated in planning decisions, and must be 
considered. Local conditions must be addressed according to the site and factored in 
because detail is all important in driving decisions e.g. flood risk, archaeology, 
ecology. In terms of permitted development and in particular residential conversions 
it is important to stipulate a minimum size for these dwellings 

Whilst the new system would give certainty to developers on land allocation through 
Local Plans this will not prevent speculative applications which would be considered 
under national policy and local design codes if these are in place. More clarify is 
required on the statutory weight given to local design codes. It is presumed that 
developers would retain the right to appeal as well as benefit from an extension of 
permitted development rights. This would appear to be a developers charter with few 
benefits to local communities. 
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Detailed evidence crucial to planning decisions will depend on national policy and 
local codes. There is concern about the level of legal weight these will carry and the 
extent of community engagement in their preparation. No discussion of standards on 
space, light, freedom from pollution crucial to people’s physical health.  At this stage 
it would appear that all of these documents would have to be part of the Local Plan 
process to ensure they have been properly evidenced and assessment prior to 
independent examination. How could this be achieved in plans that are supposed to 
be two thirds shorter than now? Furthermore a great deal of urban and rural 
development will fall outside the control of design guides and pattern books as they 
will have permitted development rights. 

Welcome a standard set of policies that all Local Authorities use where the issue will 
be the same i.e. development in floodplain. More guidance is required on this. 
Currently there is no information on the scope or content of these policies, and the 
implications this will have when people apply for planning permission for any scale of 
development. Progressing with the new planning system will not be possible before 
MHCLG have provided a significant amount of policies and guidance, as well as 
resources for implementation and sufficient transitional arrangements.  

There still needs to be the ability for Local Authorities to provide their own 
Development Management policies to maintain local distinctiveness, avoid 
inappropriate development in the future and avoid further reduced trust in the 
planning system. It should be noted that the current planning system has released a 
significant number of new and affordable homes through existing planning 
permissions but these have not been built by the development industry. The 
Government should give further support to strategic infrastructure delivery and take 
account of the recommendations set out in previous reports including Barker, Letwin, 
Raynsford which provide a strong evidence base to address issues.  Whatever a 
streamlined plan looks like it must ensure protection of our historic and natural 
assets. Further information is required for the Government to set out a clear direction 
of balancing new development requirements with crucial issues including 
environmental protection, climate change, and health & well-being. 

Concern about the automatic granting of outline planning permission for Growth 
areas in Local Plans, with appropriate control of environmental factors / infrastructure 
delivery to be achieved through locally specific policies and standards. This must not 
lead to a generation of poor quality housing development. For example land abutting 
a Conservation Area in a growth location will need to be identified as protected as 
well as the Conservation Area to preserve its setting. Positive about the heritage 
proposals and welcome the prominence given to design but as with a number of 
areas of the White Paper there is a lack of detail. 
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7.  
a. Do you agree with our proposals to replace existing legal and 

policy tests for Local Plans with a consolidated test of 
“sustainable development”, which would include consideration of 
environmental impact? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide 
supporting statement.]  

The White Paper does not provide a clear definition of sustainable development. 
Furthermore there is a lack of detail on how to integrate nature into the planning 
system. This could be overcome by incorporation of a Nature Recovery Network to 
inform decision making; binding assessment of environmental impact; clear planning 
policies related to climate change; planning decisions must be based on accurate 
ecological data. Furthermore section 106 payments are crucial to maintaining and 
supporting wildlife sites.  Any replacement must set a priority for wildlife recovery and 
management programmes – and supporting climate change measures such as 
carbon sequestration. 

Any ‘consolidated test’ will need to ensure that development is sustainable and that 
the environmental impact can be mitigated against. From the local perspective, there 
will continue to be a requirement to meet the Habitat Regulations Assessment for 
Special Areas of Conservation to deliver Local Plans. 

The role of the planning system is to build healthy, sustainable places not just to 
build places. The overall scope of the White Paper is very narrow and almost entirely 
focused on housing delivery and is fairly silent on the whole range of other issues 
that planning needs to take account of, not least promoting employment. A more 
holistic approach at the national and local level is required 

b. How could strategic, cross-boundary issues be best planned for 
in the absence of a formal Duty to Cooperate? 

Support for the removal of the Duty to Co-operate due to the delays and uncertainty 
currently caused. However it is still important to maintain an element of strategic 
cross-border engagement to deliver growth. Although not specifically set out in the 
Planning White Paper, there is a concern about reduced local democratic activity if 
Local Plans are developed across a number of local authority areas 

By removing the Duty to Co-operate there will still need to be some aspect within 
legislation to require cross boundary talks and consideration. Without this strategic 
framework it is difficult to see how local areas will align Infrastructure Funding 
Statements and Infrastructure Levy contributions. Furthermore the delivery of new 
homes and employment land from areas of constraint will be compromised without 
clear strategic partnerships.  
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The Borough Council would support a locally led Development Corporations with the 
Local Planning Authority retaining its role through strong partnerships to deliver new 
Garden Communities, developing the work already progressed at the local level 
through a vision, governance and community engagement rather than the top-down 
approach of applying the Nationally Strategic Infrastructure Projects regime. This 
approach should be used to ensure that developers are incentivised to proactively 
work with infrastructure providers to secure delivery prior to submitting such 
proposals. 

8.  
a.  Do you agree that a standard method for establishing housing 

requirements (that takes into account constraints) should be 
introduced? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide supporting 
statement.]  

From a national perspective it is evident that the Government wishes to secure an 
increase in housing delivery. Clearly this will have an impact at the local level, not 
least with Stafford Borough having its number more than doubled from 400 to 829. 
Therefore any housing increase should be agreed within the local context and 
alongside sufficient infrastructure provision through the New Local Plan rather than 
in advance. National Government should work alongside local government, taking 
account of the specific context and circumstances. 

Concern about the proposed housing need requirement for Stafford Borough in the 
short term and therefore fully support the use of a standard method that incorporates 
infrastructure and supply constraints balanced with opportunities, within the context 
of strategic cross boundary engagement where necessary. No binding short term 
figure should be applied ahead of a New Local Plan, provided the Borough can 
demonstrate achieving its current housing targets in the adopted Plan for Stafford 
Borough. Affordable housing continues to be a key requirement for communities and 
therefore effective mechanisms to support it’s delivery should be implemented. The 
standard method should continue to focus on meeting affordability requirements at 
the local level across the Borough, to be supported by other Government policy 
initiatives. 

b. Do you agree that affordability and the extent of existing urban 
areas are appropriate indicators of the quantity of development to 
be accommodated? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide 
supporting statement.] 

Yes, although there are significant local implications for Stafford Borough in terms of 
the scale of housing requirement, which must be supported by new infrastructure. 
The standard method should continue to focus on meeting affordability requirements 
at the local level across the Borough, to be supported by other Government policy 
initiatives.  
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9.  
a. Do you agree that there should be automatic outline permission 

for areas for substantial development (Growth areas) with faster 
routes for detailed consent? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide 
supporting statement.]  

If a site has been allocated in a local plan suitable for development, and clear 
information is provided on the development of that site then the principle of 
development has already been established, related to a particular scale through the 
Local Plan. There will be a requirement for site allocations to be more detailed, to the 
point of being mini-development briefs, where it is set out clearly how large the site, 
the developable area of that sit, any constraints, affordable housing etc... This is 
particularly important for new Garden Communities to ensure the highest quality of 
design and infrastructure delivery is achieved. Therefore more evidence may be 
required. Areas designated as 'Growth' areas should have an accompanying 
"masterplan" and "site-specific code" agreed as part of the 'permission in principle'. 
Whilst strongly in favour of masterplans produced and owned by local authorities 
how can the level of detail be achieved within the 30 month Local Plan process, 
given the proposed new time limit and the emphasis on front-end community 
engagement? This will also mean that there is much more input required from 
external bodies e.g. the Environment Agency, utility companies etc... through Local 
Plan preparation. 

Care must be taken that by moving the majority of planning permission to the plan 
making stage this does not remove democratic oversight in favour of just having a 
streamlined process. Additionally, whilst robust views from communities can appear 
challenging, it is via these groups, individuals and representations that better 
development is often achieved. It is not fair or democratic to remove the right of 
people to comment, question, and at times not agree with a Local Plan’s proposals, 
an application and a development.  

This approach clearly suggests entire areas, not just individual sites would be 
allocated. This being the case, then ideally, sufficiently evidenced and informed 
guidance to steer at least the high-level design parameters of new development 
needs to be in place prior to the actual allocation. From a design perspective, this 
would probably involve the need for some kind of area characterisation and 
landscape sensitivity work to inform area design codes / briefs / guidance (that 
needn’t just cover spatial design) being done and although this may appear as a 
simple capacity and resource issue, ensuring the outputs of this work actually 
reflects local political and community ambitions would necessitate a level of 
engagement that doesn’t appear considered or provided for within the proposal. This 
approach may also erode the ability to resist development that superficially adheres 
to guidance, but in reality (due to unknown, unintended or changed circumstances), 
would not make a positive contribution to the quality and character of place (and so 
not be sustainable design).   
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b. Do you agree with our proposals above for the consent 
arrangements for Renewal and Protected areas? [Yes / No / Not 
sure. Please provide supporting statement.]   

At this stage the proposals do not appear to integrate nature into all three types of 
area and therefore offer less protection to nature than is available under the current 
system. Provided that legislation does not result in poorly created areas that do not 
result in healthy environments i.e. office blocks into apartments, no minimum size 
thresholds, access to open space etc … the proposals would be positive. 

No explanation is given on how planning will contribute to nature’s recovery, beyond 
unsupported net gain commitments. The data needed to provide the evidence on 
which to plan these new areas of growth, renewal and protect must be available. The 
concern is that by making all decisions through the Local Plan at the beginning of the 
process, means that new information gained further down the line, for example the 
presence endangered wildlife, would not be enough to halt the development. 

Encouragement of infilling and denser development in the existing built areas, and 
developments at the perimeters of towns and villages will lead to a reduction of 
available greenspace detrimental to health and to wildlife and wildlife corridors. 

There is more clarification needed about how local authorities will continue to meet 
the Habitat Regulations Assessment due to the Special Areas of Conservation 
affected by new housing development in Stafford Borough and adjoining areas. 

c. Do you think there is a case for allowing new settlements to be 
brought forward under the Nationally Significant Infrastructure 
Projects regime? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide supporting 
statement.] 

The NSIP regime is by its very nature designed to exclude communities and 
marginalise Local Authorities, so is not supported. Allowing new settlements to be 
brought forward under this regime will further erode any trust in the planning system 
that remains and may delay such schemes due to onus on developer progressing.  

Whilst there are frustrations at decisions made at a local level that is the beauty of 
democracy; politicians are intended to be there to represent their communities. 

Any process of using Development Corporations must ensure they are locally led 
and accountable, through integrated delivering through the local authorities whilst 
having direct access to the national Cabinet. The Local Planning Authority must 
retain its role together with progress on the Vision and evidence base prepared. 

Therefore the Borough Council would support locally led Development Corporations 
through strong partnerships to facilitate new Garden Communities rather than the 
top-down approach of applying the Nationally Strategic Infrastructure Projects 
regime. This approach should be used to ensure that developers are incentivised to 
proactively work with infrastructure providers to secure delivery prior to submitting 
such proposals 
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10. Do you agree with our proposals to make decision-making faster and 
more certain? 33 [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide supporting 
statement.] 

It is important to appreciate the significant implications on local authorities by way of 
restructuring resources to ensure the new system is effective. What action will be 
taken to developers who do not comply with the digital requirements?  

Concern regarding the proposals to refund planning fees in the event of an appellant 
successfully appeals a Planning Committee decision – this raised issues of the 
capability of planning committees and the fact that the White Paper is pretty much 
silent on the role of Planning Committees.  

Proposals regarding an automated process for acceptability must surely rely on a 
fully integrated spatial profile of all land within a district able to converse with a fully 
integrated constraints profile. Does appropriate IT exist to deliver this? 

Overall there was support for strengthening enforcement powers etc… but caveated 
with the concerns above regarding skill levels and capacity. 

The concept of performance targets for statutory consultees was welcomed for plan-
making and decision-taking provided this was at the early stage in the process but it 
was felt this would have limited impact without the requisite ‘teeth’ to enforce these. 

There is the need for more detail and certainty on developing the skills and ensuring 
that officer capacity is in place to deliver the changes and concerns that a number of 
the assumptions in the White Paper about being able to divert capacity from 
Development Management functions into enforcement or planning policy are 
unrealistic. The suggestion that staff can simply be reallocated within a planning 
team seems sweeping by nature – planning officers, policy planners and 
enforcement officers carry out very different roles requiring different skills and 
approaches. 

 

11. Do you agree with our proposals for accessible, web-based Local 
Plans? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 

Most planning applications and local plans are already online either via PDFs and as 
interactive maps. Set standards should clearly be set out nationally. Any 
improvements to making planning more digital is welcomed, however this work 
should complement rather than replace the work planning officers and validation 
officers do. Based on the PropTech initiatives there will be some resource 
implications for local authorities in order to deliver the new digital approach, which 
will require Government support. It should also be noted that some parts of the 
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community would be excluded if a fully digital approach replaces existing 
engagement methods. Therefore a combination of engagement tools should be used 
until whole communities are fully digitally enabled. 

 

12. Do you agree with our proposals for a 30 month statutory timescale for 
the production of Local Plans? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide 
supporting statement.] 

Whilst this is a commendable target, it’s unrealistic. No evidence is given on how the 
proposed approach will speed up planning and provide flexibility or how to deal with 
unforeseen delay. With much more emphasis placed on the new Local Plans this 
process must be democratically accountable throughout, including at the 
Examination stage.  

Given the fact that this is a new approach to planning and the likely time it will take to 
develop the new codes, engage effectively with community and stakeholders etc... it 
cannot be done in 30 months. Furthermore there is a strong reliance on the 
Government passing the relevant primary and secondary legislation as well as 
updating the National Planning Policy Framework with new Development 
Management policies before the Autumn 2021. 

It is essential that Authorities who do not meet this target are not negatively 
penalised. There could be a number of factors as to why timetable slips (staff 
turnover, pandemics etc...) and having the additional pressure of penalisation 
hanging over the authorities head will result in a poorer plan being developed.  

Stage 1:  

What is meant by ‘best in class’ ways of achieving public engagement? Is this other 
authorities that have achieved good consultation? If so, are these larger authorities 
with bigger budgets, or more affluent counties with less social issues? There are a 
number of reasons why engagement doesn’t always work.  

Stage 2: 

12 months to compile an evidence base is simply unrealistic due to the amount of 
time it simply takes to undertake work in-house or to procure external consultants. 
Whilst there will be no need to produce housing evidence or Sustainability Appraisals 
the level of evidence associated with viability, employment / retail and environmental 
elements is very significant to ensure a New Local Plan goes through examination.  

What is the criteria for ‘Higher-risk’ authorities?  
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13.  
a.  Do you agree that Neighbourhood Plans should be retained in the 

reformed planning system? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide 
supporting statement.]  

The White Paper proposals seem to reduce the level of representation significantly; 
and in this context communities may question of value of Neighbourhood Plans other 
than an opportunity to shape design of a development. However this would already 
seem to be governed though by national policy and local standards / design codes.  

In principle Neighbourhood Plans have the potential to be excellent local guidance 
documents and a way of securing development that is locally led. They have the 
potential to provide a substantive and robust contribution to creating the 
Characterisation and Coding / Guidance work necessary to inform allocation and 
detailed delivery, but it is often the case that neighbourhood groups / teams and their 
outputs, would benefit from academic and technical support to deliver sufficiently 
robust work, and this obviously has capacity and resource implications. However due 
to the expansion of permitted development rights there is very little a Neighbourhood 
Plan could now control as effectively there is very little left to control within the 
environment.  

The Government needs to provide further detail about the relationship between 
Neighbourhood Plans and the new-style Local Plans to ensure continuing community 
engagement in the process. 

b. How can the neighbourhood planning process be developed to 
meet our objectives, such as in the use of digital tools and 
reflecting community preferences about design? 

As set out above, the role of Neighbourhood Plans would appear to be undermined 
by these White Paper proposals, particularly if the blueprints have already been set 
by central government and by Local Authorities. The need will be for a highly 
knowledgeable design specialist to support local communities at the Neighbourhood 
Plan level. Resources are required to hire staff within the local authority to undertake 
this role but where will this funding come from?. The development of a plan is a 
specialist subject and it takes time to guide and support local communities in this 
role.  The lack of resources provided to local authorities to support local communities 
in developing Neighbourhood Plans, hinders the development of meaningful 
neighbourhood plans.  

As Characterisation and Coding / Guidance is produced, sufficient resource would 
need to be put in place to deliver and support robust mechanisms for community 
engagement and consultation to ensure that community preferences are captured 
and reflected in the work outputs.   
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14. Do you agree there should be a stronger emphasis on the build out of 
developments? And if so, what further measures would you support? 
[Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 

Having a mix of different builders may encourage development to be built out. 
However this requires masterplans to become more integral to the permission and 
not something which is ignored by the developers when it comes to the more 
detailed application stage. There may be occasions when one housebuilder 
progresses the whole site alone, which is for the landowner to decide.  

This would potentially require some mechanism to require developers to sell part of 
their land to competitors. Whilst some builders work together on larger sites, this 
depends on the way in which the land has been acquired, and is more prevalent 
where the land has been purchased in its entirety at the outset. Where a developer 
has the capability to buy land from the landowner in tranches it is less likely that the 
developer will want to sell on any land to a competitor as there will not be a need for 
a capital receipt to set against the purchase price. Developers will often not work 
together towards the agreed masterplan. It is then left to the Authority to be 
mediators between the companies.  

 
15. What do you think about the design of new development that has 

happened recently in your area? [Not sure or indifferent / Beautiful 
and/or well-designed / Ugly and/or poorly-designed / There hasn’t been 
any / Other – please specify]  

This is the response of a Local Planning Authority. 

 
16. Sustainability is at the heart of our proposals. What is your priority for 

sustainability in your area? [Less reliance on cars / More green and 
open spaces / Energy efficiency of new buildings / More trees / Other – 
please specify] 

Sustainability is not at the heart of the proposals. Whilst the proposals acknowledge 
the contribution planning has to both climate mitigation and resilience there is no 
acknowledgement of the essential need for embedding climate change into the heart 
of local plan making. There is no mention of how housing delivery will be 
complemented by strategies to deal with the existing housing stock, which greatly 
outweigh the number of new homes being built.  

More detailed consideration of the wider environmental issues is required, especially 
climate change and proposals around flood risk where the detail is scarce, and 
greater consideration to health and wellbeing issues particularly in the context of 
Covid-19. 
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Further detail is required on the Future Homes Standards. There is a commitment for 
new homes to be carbon neutral by 2050, but is this going to be met by a stage 
approached and if so when is that to come into force? Technically and in design 
terms, carbon neutral homes can already be a reality if there is the will and 
determination, but there appears to be little will to actually making this happen. 

Climate change is more than just flooding. Guidance is required on drought, coastal 
erosion, heat island affects. There is a need for greater emphasis on green 
infrastructure and the role that has to play, this has to be supported by the general 
move from grey infrastructure to green, and how this can be achieved and managed.  

In terms of the proposed three types of area, no guidance is given on low / zero 
carbon infrastructures and where they fit in. Is it the assumption that these issues will 
be dealt with at a local level or are they to be part of national guidance? What is the 
role of spatial planning in allocating for these technologies? Should these types of 
applications be fast tracked?  

Positive about the heritage proposals and welcome the prominence given to design 
but as with a number of areas of the White Paper there is a lack of detail. Going 
forward the new system should incorporate a requirement for a Nature Recovery 
Network to underpin all Local Plans; Environmental Impact Assessment must also be 
incorporated and essential with a continued robust approach to national and 
international protections and standards; all decisions must be based on accurate, 
robust ecological data; local people and stakeholders must be enabled to engage. 
The concept of “net gain” rather than just no net harm which as a concept is 
welcome 

17. Do you agree with our proposals for improving the production and use 
of design guides and codes? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide 
supporting statement.] 

Support the increased use of local design codes particularly in areas of growth such 
as Garden Communities. Furthermore support having a chief officer role responsible 
for design and place-making. However it should be noted that the Government must 
provide additional resources to support local authorities for future staffing 
requirements and wider issues arising from the reforms. However how do you deal 
with areas that have poor design, what is good design, how does that get decided 
upon in the absence of specialised officers? 

The National Model Design Code is welcome together with important design guides 
and codes to offer detail and guidance, but they will need to be updated regularly. 
One key question is what authority will they carry when they have no legal status and 
therefore could arguably be overridden by developers under the viability test in 
particular – as they do now? 
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This is where Characterisation and Coding / Guidance can be most helpful as it 
makes you look purposely at the context to not only identify any prevalent 
development pattern. Those that are both positive and those that are negative. It is 
only through doing this can you then start distilling and creating a suite of principles / 
guidance that is in any way specific to place and that are robust. However it should 
be noted that the Government must provide additional resources to support local 
authorities for future staffing requirements and wider issues arising from the reforms. 

 
18. Do you agree that we should establish a new body to support design 

coding and building better places, and that each authority should have a 
chief officer for design and place-making? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please 
provide supporting statement.] 

Is it necessary to form a new body when CABE was assimilated into the Design 
Council. Why can’t the work of the Design Council be developed, perhaps with local 
Design Councils.  

An augmented Homes England might be able to provide sufficient capacity and 
support to the development of local Characterisation and Coding, but it is doubted 
whether this would be in any form other than a “critical friend” type role. 

It is agreed that each authority should have a qualified officer for design and place-
making but it is essential that the approach taken by authorities is achieved by 
meaningful support for the role across delivery of any Corporate Plan, as well as 
supported through extra resources from central Government. 

 
19. Do you agree with our proposal to consider how design might be given 

greater emphasis in the strategic objectives for Homes England? [Yes / 
No / Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 

Yes, Homes England should not just be about delivering homes it should be about 
building healthy, sustainable, climate ready communities.  

The premise of considering how design “might be given greater emphasis in the 
strategic objectives of Homes England” is absolutely commendable and well aligned 
with the principles promoted through their Garden Communities programme, but 
without substantive capacity and structural augmentation it is difficult to see how 
local authorities could rely on Homes England to support them in a manner that 
would be able to exert greater emphasis on design at a local level. It is more 
conceivable that an augmented Homes England organisation would be able to 
provide support for the application of the principles set out in the recent National 
Design Guide, or that they could advise and support the delivery of other locally led 
design related mechanisms such as Characterisation and Coding work, or Design 
Review Panels or developing bespoke local assessment processes, etc... The actual 
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creation and application of locally specific characterisation / coding / assessment 
work / processes would still need to remain locally led either through consultant 
and/or specialist officer resource. More details about the process and timescales 
would be most welcome. 

 

20. Do you agree with our proposals for implementing a fast-track for 
beauty? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 

Strongly support the report of the independent Building Better, Building Beautiful 
Commission published in January 2020, which should be endorsed through the new 
planning system. However proposals for beauty should not be fast-tracked. What is 
meant by ‘beauty’? 

It is questioned whether developments that are low / zero carbon should be fast 
tracked. It is this type of development that is needed to ensure a proactive response 
to climate change.   

Could a focus on beauty remove environmental credentials as well as important 
details such as space and accessibility standards. In terms of permitted development 
and in particular residential conversions it is important to stipulate a minimum size for 
these dwellings. It is also essential that care is taken to ensure that ‘beauty’ is for a 
range of projects across the self build sector, not just those who can afford a 
mansion in the open countryside. 

Who would be the arbiter of Beauty? It’s often said that beauty is in the eye of the 
beholder…so in other words, what is beautiful to one is not to another…thus, actually 
defining what beauty is potentially fraught with subjectively driven dialectic. However, 
if “Beauty” is defined and identified locally within coding or guidance that is based 
upon a local and universal understanding of what “beauty” is, then perhaps maybe.  

“Beauty” has often been historically considered to be a strand of what constitutes 
good design (but not its entirety), and the Roman architect Vitruvius’s 3 principles 
remain the basis for almost all Design Review processes everywhere…these are;  

• Firmatis (Durability) - It should stand up robustly and remain in good condition. 
• Utilitas (Utility) - It should be useful and function well for the people using it. 
• Venustatis (Beauty) - It should delight people and raise their spirits. 
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21. When new development happens in your area, what is your priority for 
what comes with it? [More affordable housing / More or better 
infrastructure (such as transport, schools, health provision) / Design of 
new buildings / More shops and/or employment space / Green space / 
Don’t know / Other – please specify] 

Infrastructure should come forward before or alongside new development together 
with affordable housing. NPPF Para 124 clearly defines what is the priority for 
development ‘The creation of high quality buildings and places is fundamental to 
what the planning and development process should achieve. Good design is a key 
aspect of sustainable development.” 

Welcome the opportunity to work with the Government on the re-location of public 
sector property assets from outside of Stafford Borough in areas of renewal and 
regeneration of town centres, through new development proposals. 

22.  
a.  Should the Government replace the Community Infrastructure 

Levy and Section 106 planning obligations with a new 
consolidated Infrastructure Levy, which is charged as a fixed 
proportion of development value above a set threshold? [Yes / No 
/ Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.]  

It may provide greater clarity to the developer and allows for simplicity. However it is 
important that local authorities are able to access the funding to deliver new strategic 
infrastructure such as carbon offset, transport improvements and social facilities as 
well as meet legal requirements through the Habitat Regulations Assessment. 

Concern about the new Infrastructure Levy fully replacing the current S106 system 
because it is crucial that at least the same amount of infrastructure funding from 
development is generated for the delivery of infrastructure items in a timely fashion. 
Support the new system if more value can be achieved. 

It is important that affordable housing is included whilst speeding up the process. 
The fixing of a levy could significantly reduce the amount raised in low value areas, 
although this is also evidence through the existing Section 106 process. It is 
presumed that ‘average’ build costs would be extremely difficult to apply on a 
national level; and may lead to greater complications on how development is valued, 
affordable housing is secured and developments are mitigated through specific 
improvements. The Government must provide more details about this new system 
including a clearer justification of removing rather than reforming the Section 106 
system. Furthermore the Raynsford Review suggested betterment values could be 
redistributed through CGT and land tax stamp duty, with Development Corporations 
capturing land values for large scale development. 
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b. Should the Infrastructure Levy rates be set nationally at a single 
rate, set nationally at an area-specific rate, or set locally? 
[Nationally at a single rate / Nationally at an area-specific rate / 
Locally]  

The national Infrastructure Levy rate should reflect differing development values 
across the country rather than a one size fits all approach.  

Guidance is required on what is meant as ‘area-specific’ – is this Authority level or 
West Midlands verses East Midlands? Further guidance is required on how this rate 
would reflect the differences between urban and rural areas within a given area.  

Concern that the proposals are a ‘developers charter’ and fails to address one of the 
key barriers to housing and affordable housing delivery which is the price of land. 

c. Should the Infrastructure Levy aim to capture the same amount of 
value overall, or more value, to support greater investment in 
infrastructure, affordable housing and local communities? [Same 
amount overall / More value / Less value / Not sure. Please 
provide supporting statement.]  

Capture more value is crucial – developers benefit from development and a 
proportion of this financial gain needs to be funnelled back into the community.  

The changes on guidance regarding viability testing in 2019 should be given more 
time to be assessed in terms of their economic effectiveness in order to learn the 
lessons. In particular changes to the viability test proposed through the White Paper 
should be tested through detailed modelling to demonstrate greater value will be 
achieved. In short, the system is a balancing act to extract Capital Gains Tax; stamp 
duty; legal requirements for nature; raised environmental standards; all through 
developer profits. In effect this can only be done by reducing the land value 
payments to landowners, but this is not addressed by the latest proposals.  

d. Should we allow local authorities to borrow against the 
Infrastructure Levy, to support infrastructure delivery in their 
area? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 

Greater guidance is required on what this means. Are the authorities charged 
interest etc…? There is a concern that if development is delayed, will the local 
authorities be held accountable for the money borrowed and experience interest 
payments? Planning can plan where new development occurs but it does not build or 
control land to be released for developments. Concern that the new system would 
require local authorities to undertake substantial borrowing to fund upfront 
infrastructure, which would be a new burden and potentially undermine new 
development in the short term. The rules for compulsory purchase will need to be 
overhauled to establish clearly the relationship between hope value, viability testing 
and compensation for Compulsory Purchase Orders 
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23. Do you agree that the scope of the reformed Infrastructure Levy should 
capture changes of use through permitted development rights? [Yes / 
No / Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 

Yes. Due to the amount of devolution to permitted development right, numerous 
large scale developments would be exempt from contributing to the community that 
they could be adding pressure through existing infrastructure. Therefore support for 
the National Levy to be charged on changes of use through Permitted Development 
rights, and for increased flexibility on spending, although the new system needs to 
be subject to detailed modelling and analysis to demonstrate its effectiveness. 

24.   
a. Do you agree that we should aim to secure at least the same 

amount of affordable housing under the Infrastructure Levy, and 
as much on-site affordable provision, as at present? [Yes / No / 
Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.]  

It is important to note that the impact from Covid-19 may have an impact on the level 
of affordable housing secured. It is important that development continues to deliver 
affordable housing as part of any new system and would suggest this is ring-fenced.  

b.  Should affordable housing be secured as in-kind payment 
towards the Infrastructure Levy, or as a ‘right to purchase’ at 
discounted rates for local authorities? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please 
provide supporting statement.]  

Concern around the delivery of affordable housing through the Levy, including the 
amount to be provided but also the operation of the ‘in kind’ approach. The proposals 
regarding the Infrastructure Levy will do little to ensure the delivery of affordable 
housing and there is insufficient detail on how this new system will work. 

c. If an in-kind delivery approach is taken, should we mitigate 
against local authority overpayment risk? [Yes / No / Not sure. 
Please provide supporting statement.]  

No Council response at this stage. 

d. If an in-kind delivery approach is taken, are there additional steps 
that would need to be taken to support affordable housing 
quality? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide supporting 
statement.] 

 
Support for an increased focus and stricter planning policy on design and 
space standards of all new homes both market and affordable schemes, with 
new developments having to be ‘tenure blind’. 
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25. Should local authorities have fewer restrictions over how they spend the 
Infrastructure Levy? [Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide supporting 
statement.]  

a. If yes, should an affordable housing ‘ring-fence’ be developed? 
[Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 

Yes. All areas are different, even within an authority area the needs of a community 
can differ greatly and therefore having flexibility to meet these needs is key.  

 

26. Do you have any views on the potential impact of the proposals raised 
in this consultation on people with protected characteristics as defined 
in section 149 of the Equality Act 2010? 

No Council response at this stage. 
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